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LAUNEI L SANDERS,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

Ver sus

RAYTHEON ENG NEERS AND CONSTRUCTORS, | NCORPO
RATED, a subsidiary of the Raytheon Conpany,
regi stered agent of Raytheon Engineers and
Constructors, Incorporated, Prentice-Hall Cor-
poration, 2019 Park Street, Colunbia, South
Carolina 29201,

Def endant - Appell ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Geenville. G Ross Anderson, Jr., District
Judge. (CA-95-49-6-3AK)

Submtted: My 16, 1996 Deci ded: May 28, 1996

Bef ore RUSSELL, LUTTIG and WLLIAMS, G rcuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Launei | Sanders, Appellant Pro Se. Paul Bernard Li ndemann, Stephen
Fl oyd Fisher, JACKSON, LEWS, SCHNI TZLER & KRUPMAN, G eenville,
South Carolina, for Appellee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s the district court's order dismssing his
conpl aint alleging age discrimnation, in violation of the Age
Di scrimnation in Enploynent Act, 29 U. S.C. A. 88 621-634 (West 1985
& Supp. 1995). Appellant's case was referred to a nagi strate judge
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §8 636(b)(1)(B) (1988). The mmgi strate judge
recomrended that relief be deni ed and advi sed Appel | ant that fail -
ure to file tinely objections to this recomendation could waive
appel l ate reviewof a district court order based upon the recomren-
dation. Despite this warning, Appellant failed to object to the
magi strate judge's recommendati on.

The tinely filing of objections to a magi strate judge's rec-
onmendation i s necessary to preserve appellate review of the sub-
stance of that reconmmendati on when the parties have been warned
that failure to object wll waive appellate review. Wight v.
Collins, 766 F.2d 841, 845-46 (4th Cir. 1985). See generally Thonas

V. Arn, 474 U S. 140 (1985). Appell ant has wai ved appel | ate revi ew
by failing to file objections after receiving proper notice.
Accordi ngly, we grant Appellee's notion for summary affirnmance. As
we concl ude that the appeal is frivol ous, we al so grant Appellee's
notion for double costs, Fed. R App. P. 38, but deny the notion
for attorney's fees. W dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the mate-
rials before the court and argunment would not aid the deci sional

Process.
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